Respondents next argue that the amount of time spent by
the Defense Fund was not reasonably related to the amount of
money in controversy.  While the request for attorney fees
represents approximately one-half of the damage award in this
case it is erroneous to relate a fee award in a case of this
nature strictly to the monetary results achieved.  Copeland,
supra at page 888; Munsey v. Smitty Baker Coal Company, Inc.,
et al". , 5 FMSHRC 2085 (1983).  Indeed it is well recognized
that market value fee awards in cases such as this take into
account the need to assure that miners with bona fide claims
of discrimination are able to find capable lawyers to repre-
sent them.  Moreover the success in cases such as this repre-
sents a vindication of societal interests incorporated in the
mine safety legislation above and beyond the particular
individual rights in the case.  Under the circumstances the
fee award in this case is not in the nature of an inapprop-
riate "windfall."

Respondents argue, finally, that the Defense Fund should
have used paralegals or investigators at a lower billing rate
for much of the work.  The time an attorney spends on invest-
igating facts is however clearly compensable.  2 Court Awarded
Attorney Fees % 16.02(b).  In any event there is no evidence in
this case concerning the availability of paralegals and/or
investigators.

Under all the circumstances I find that a reduction in
the amount of time reasonably expended of 19-1/2 hours is
appropriate.  There is no dispute concerning the related
expenses of $944.22 and accordingly the total amount of
$16,456.22 is awarded as attorney fees.

Wherefore Respondents  are hereby ordered jointly and
severally, to pay to Odell Maggard within 30 days of this
decision damages of $33,660.19 and attorney's fees of
$16,456.22.

CIVIL PENALTY

Based upon information available when the initial
decision in this case was rendered a civil penalty of $1,000
was deemed appropriate.  At subsequent proceedings on the
issues of damages and costs, however, it was represented that
the Complainant, contrary to that decision, had not been
reinstated.  In addition, as of May 29, 1986, the date the
Complainant's computation of interest was filed, it appears
that the Complainant had still not been reinstated.

Accordingly the violation of section 105(c)(l) is con-
tinuing and has not been abated.  I am therefore directing
that, in addition to the $1,000 civil penalty previously
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